recruited through advertisements and paid $10 for their participation. 149 Most of the participants were White (n = 50), with the remaining 150 individuals of color (1 Black, 3 Asian, 12 mixed, 2 "other," (Mennella & Forestell, 2008) .
185
The Fagerström Test of Nicotine Dependence (FTND; Q10 Heatherton, Of the 70 participants recruited, nine were excluded from data anal-259 ysis because they were older than 25 years (n = 1), failed to comply 260 with instructions to not smoke for one hour before the first testing ses-261 sion (n = 1), or they did not return for the second day of testing (n =7).
262
Of the remaining 61 participants, 11 participants reported that they had 263 a smoking father, 8 had a smoking mother, and for 10, both parents 264 smoked. These participants were all combined into one group 265 (n = 29). The remaining 32 participants reported that their parents 266 did not smoke during their lifetime. Participants were also categorized 267 according to their smoking frequency; that is, those who smoked at 268 least one cigarette per day were classified as daily smokers (n =34), 269 whereas those who did not smoke every day were classified as 
311
In order to further investigate this three-way interaction, parent 312 smoking status x stimulus category ANCOVAs were conducted sepa-313 rately for daily and occasional smokers. While this analysis failed to re-314 veal a significant interaction for occasional smokers (p N .34), for daily 315 smokers, there was a parental smoking status x stimulus category inter-316 action, F(1, 28) = 7.60, p =.01, η 2 = 0.21. As depicted in Fig. 2 , simple 317 main effects analyses suggested that for the inactive cues, daily smokers 318 who had a smoking parent displayed more of an attentional bias rela-319 tive to daily smokers without a smoking parent, F(1, 28) = 5.22, 320 p =.03, η 2 = 0.16. However, for the active stimuli, no differences be-321 tween daily smokers with a smoking parent and those without a smok- 
